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Per Quriam Plaintiffs-appellants Carnen Cabal |l ero-Ri vera
and Tal i Benet-Soto appeal fromthe district court's dismssal of their
case. Specifically, appellants argue that the district court erredin
applying the doctrine of res judicata to preclude their claim

A brief exam nation of the procedural history of this case,
however, reveal s the accuracy of the district court's ruling. In 1999,
plaintiffsfiledsuit indistrict court claimngthat defendants had
defrauded t hemby subm tting fal se docunents to t he Superi or Court of
Puerto Ricoinaprevious | ansuit betweenthe parties.! Shortly after
the suit was filed, defendants noved for summary judgnment. The
district court granted defendants' notion on the grounds that
plaintiffs failed to raise a genuineissue of material fact by not
sati sfying the hei ght ened pl eadi ng requi renents of Federal Rul e of
Gvil Procedure 9(b).2 Plaintiffs did not appeal the district court's
ruling.

I nstead, plaintiffsfiledthis suit in Puerto R co Superi or

Court. Defendants renoved the caseto federal court and fil ed a noti on

YIntheinterest of brevity, werefrainfromdiscussingthelawsuits
filed by plaintiffs agai nst defendants in 1985, 1992, and 1995 over the
sanme issue.

2 Federal Rule of Cvil Procedure 9(b) provides: "Inall avernents of
fraud or m stake, the circunstances constituting fraud or m st ake shal |
be statedwith particularity. Mlice, intent, know edge, and ot her
condition of m nd of a person nmay be averred generally.”
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todismss. Thedistrict court granted the di smssal, rulingthat the
doctrine of res judicata precluded plaintiffs' claim

The doctrine of res judi cata pronotes the goal s of fairness
and efficiency by preventing vexatious or repetitivelitigation. See

Comm r v. Sunnen, 333 U. S. 591, 597 (1948). Aclaimw || be precl uded

by resjudicataif the follow ng el enents are denonstrated: "(1) a
final judgment on the merits in an earlier suit, (2) sufficient
identicality between the causes of action assertedinthe earlier and

later suits, and (3) sufficient identicality betweenthe partiesinthe

two suits." Gonzalez v. Banco Central Corp., 27 F. 3d 751, 755 (1st
Cir. 1994).

Intheinstant case, all three factors are so cl early present
t hat only a brief di scussion of themis necessary. First, the summry
judgment ruling that di sposed of plaintiffs' earlier claimconstitutes

"a final judgnment onthe nerits."” See Dowd v. Soc'y of St. Col unbans,

861 F.2d 761, 764 (1st Cir. 1988) (noting that "[s]unmary judgment
constitutes afinal judgnment onthe nerits for purposes of applyingres

judicata").® Second, by plaintiffs' own adm ssion, theinstant caseis

3 Wthout consideringthe merits of the prior dismssal, we findno
procedural error inthedistrict court's decisiontogrant summary
judgnment onthe basis of plaintiffs' inability to satisfy the pleading
requi renments of Federal Rule of Gvil Procedure 9(b). See, e.qg., Mirr
Pl unbi ng, Inc. v. Scherer Bros. Fin. Servs., 48 F. 3d 1066, 1070 (8th
Cr. 1995) (rulingthat "[a] district court may enter summary j udgnent
dism ssing aconplaint allegingfraudif the conplaint fails to satisfy
the requirements of Rule 9(b)"); see al so Whalen v. Carter, 954 F. 2d
1087, 1098 (5th G r. 1992) (sane). Qur positionis further buttressed
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identical tothe previous suit. Third, thereis no questionthat the
two suits contain the same parties.
Because we find noerror inthe district court's application

of res judicata, we affirm

by the fact that plaintiffs failedto satisfy the pleadi ng requirenents
after eight years of litigation.
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